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Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "the defects in the ceramic 
crystal lattice" in line 2 of the claim. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless -- 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or 
on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the 
date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Beauseigneur et al . '570. 
Note the claims of the reference. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
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matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In 
considering patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 
the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered 
therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant 
is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the 
inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly 
owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. § 103(c) and 
potential 35 U.S.C. § 102(f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 (a) . 

Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Beauseigneur et al . '570 in view of Strehlau et 
al. '904 and Uchikawas et al . '221. 

Beauseigneur et al . teaches the porous catalyst of the 
instant claims to include the features of a ceramic material for 
the support, cordierite is found in Example 5, microcracks and 
the catalytic elements of the instant claimed invention are found 
in the specification. 
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Beauseigneur fails to teach the instant claimed features of 
the use of alkali metals and alkaline earth metals in the 
composition. The reference Beauseigneur also fails to teach the 
claimed features of defects in the support material. 

Strehlau teaches the use of alkali metals and alkaline earth 
metals at column 7 lines 45 and 46. Uchikawas teaches at column 
1 line 61 the feature of a lattice defect in this type of 
composition. 

The instant claimed invention is obvious from the teachings 
of the reference combination applied. All of the references are 
to similar catalyst compositions, and it would be obvious to 
combine their teachings to arrive at the instant claimed 
invention. 
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Claims 1-11 are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness -type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1-14 of copending application Serial No. 
10/202,826. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
overlap in scope of subject matter claimed. 

This is a provisional obviousness- type double patenting 
rejection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 
patented. 

Claims 1-11 are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness -type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1-18 of copending application Serial No. 
0^/960,361. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
overlap in scope of subject matter claimed. 

This is a provisional obviousness -type double patenting 
rejection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 
patented. 

Claims 1-11 are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness -type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1-41 of copending application Serial No. 
09/960,498. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
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they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
overlap in scope of subject matter claimed. 

This is a provisional obviousness -type double patenting 
rejection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 
patented. 

Claims 1-11 are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness -type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1-41 of copending application Serial No. 
10/103,568. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
overlap in scope of subject matter claimed. 

This is a provisional obviousness -type double patenting 
rejection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 
patented . 

Claims 1-11 are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness -type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1-21 of copending application Serial No. 
09/961,151. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
overlap in scope of subject matter claimed. 



Serial No. 09/961,203 
Art Unit 1754 



-7- 



This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting 
lection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 

patented. 



Claims 1-u are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness -type double patenting as b. ing 
unpatentable over claims 1-41 of copending application Serial No 
09/966.7,3. Although the conflicting claims are not identical 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
overlap in scope of subject matter claimed. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 



patented, 



Claims l-li are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims !- 29 of copending application Serial No 
10/180,033. Although the conflicting claims are not identical 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because they 
overlap i„ scope of subject matter claimed. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 



patented, 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to William G. 
Wright, Sr. whose telephone number is (703) 305-7792. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 
6:30 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Stanley Silverman, can 
be reached on (703) 308-3837. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 
(703) 872-9310 for the regular communications and (703) 872-9311 
for after final communications. 
a:\l 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of 
this application or proceeding should be directed to the Group 
receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-1495. 

W. G. Wright, Sr. :cdc p 

May 12, 2003 /\ V]3 ^ 

STEVEN BOS 
PRIMRf EXAMINER 
GROUP 1100 



